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Abstract. Interpolation is an important property of classical and many non clas-
sical logics that has been shown to have interesting applications in computer sci-
ence and AI. Here we study the Interpolation Property for thepropositional ver-
sion of the non-monotonic system ofequilibrium logic, establishing weaker or
stronger forms of interpolation depending on the precise interpretation of the in-
ference relation. These results also yield a form of interpolation for ground logic
programs under the answer sets semantics. For disjunctive logic programs we also
study the property ofuniform interpolation that is closely related to the concept
of variable forgetting.

1 Introduction

The Interpolation Property plays an important role in logical systems, both classical and
non-classical. Its importance in computer science has alsobecome recognised lately.
The Interpolation Property has been applied in various areas of computer science, no-
tably in software specification [4] and in the construction of formal ontologies [12]. In
both cases it is relevant to modularity issues, for instancein [12] it plays a key role in the
study of the modular decomposition of ontologies. However to date interpolation has
received less attention in systems of nonmonotonic reasoning and logic programming,
despite their importance in AI and computer science. In thispaper we study the interpo-
lation property for the system of nonmonotonic reasoning known asequilibrium logic.4

Since this in turn forms a logical foundation for stable model reasoning and Answer Set
Programming (ASP), our results transfer easily to the sphere of ASP.

Let us start with some notation and terminology. Let us assume the syntax of propo-
sitional logic with formulas denoted by lower case Greek letters and let⊢ be a mono-
tonic inference relation. Ifα ⊢ β, aninterpolant for(α, β) is a formulaγ such that

α ⊢ γ & γ ⊢ β (1)
⋆ Partially supported by CICyT projects TIC-2003-9001-C02 and TIN2006-15455-CO3.
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whereγ contains only variables that belong to bothα andβ. A logic L with inference
relation⊢L is said to have theinterpolation propertyif an interpolant exists for every
pair of formulas(α, β) such thatα ⊢L β. As is well-known, classical logic as well as
many non-classical logics possess interpolation [10].

Suppose now we deal with a non-monotonic logical system withan inference rela-
tion |∼. To express the idea that a formula is an interpolant one approach is simply to
replace⊢ by |∼ in (1). We may call this form(|∼, |∼)-interpolation. Although this is a
legitimate form of interpolation, in practice we shall find it useful to study another ap-
proach suggested in [10]. Suppose that our non-monotonic inference can be defined in
terms of minimal models in some monotonic logical system, say that the relation|∼ is
captured by means of minimal models in a logicL with inference relation⊢L5. Assume
α |∼ β; then as an interpolant for(α, β) we look for a formulaγ such that

α |∼ γ & γ ⊢L β (2)

where all variables ofγ occur in bothα andβ. Since|∼ is to be defined via a subclass of
minimalL-models, we already suppose that|=L⊆ |∼. Moreover we should require too
thatL is a well-behaved sublogic in the sense thatL-equivalent formulas have the same
|∼-consequences and that formulasL-derivable from|∼-consequences are themselves
|∼-consequences (so eg from (2) we can deriveα |∼ β). In non-monotonic reasoning
these last two properties are known as left and right absorption, respectively [15]. Given
these conditions, it follows at once from (2) that any formula in the language ofγ that
isL-equivalent toγ will also be an interpolant for(α, β). Likewise ifγ is an interpolant
for (α, β) andβ ⊢L δ thenα |∼ δ andγ is an interpolant for(α, δ). When (2) holds we
call γ a (|∼,⊢L)-interpolant.

Now, to find a(|∼,⊢L)-interpolant for(α, β), we can proceed as follows. We look
for anL-formulaα′ say, that preciselyL-defines the minimal models ofα. Sinceα |∼ β
it follows thatα′ |=L β and, assuming completeness,α′ ⊢L β. Now, if L has the inter-
polation property as defined earlier, we apply this theorem to obtain or infer the exis-
tence of anL-interpolantγ in the sense of (1) for(α′, β). Hence (2) follows.

1.1 Scope of the paper

In this paper we study interpolation for the propositional version of equilibrium logic,
based on the non-classical, monotonic logic ofhere-and-there, HT. We introduce two
variants of equilibrium inference, denoted by|∼cw and|∼ow respectively. This notation
reflects the idea that one form of inference is closer in spirit to closed-world reason-
ing while the other resembles more a type of open-world reasoning. While (|∼,⊢L)-
interpolation holds for|∼ow (settingL = HT), only the weaker form of(|∼, |∼)-
interpolation holds for|∼cw. However in both cases we apply the general method de-
scribed above, using definable classes of minimalHT-models.

The restriction to propositional equilibrium logic is quite sufficient for considering
interpolation in ASP, for the case of finite, ground logic programs (of any syntactic
kind). In the case of ASP, the most natural associated form ofinference would seem

5 Assume by completeness that this coincides withL-consequence,|=L.



to be|∼cw, satisfying(|∼, |∼)-interpolation. As a final topic we consider the extent to
which a stronger form ofuniform interpolation holds for disjunctive programs under a
restricted query language. Here we make use of recent results by Eiter and Wang [8] on
variable forgetting in ASP.

For reasons of space we do not consider here the full, first-order version of equilib-
rium logic that can serve as a foundation for non-ground answer set programs. This is
done in the full, extended version of the paper that is currently in preparation.

2 Logical Preliminaries

We work with standard propositional languages,L, L′, etc based on a setsV , V ′, of
propositional variables.6 Formulas are built-up in the usual way using the logical con-
stants∧, ∨,→, ¬, standing respectively for conjunction, disjunction, implication and
negation. Ifϕ is a propositional formula, we denote byV (ϕ) the set of propositional
variables appearing inϕ.

As usual the symbols⊢ and|=, possibly with subscripts, are used to denote logical
inference and consequence relations, respectively. A logic L is said to bemonotonicif
its inference relation⊢L satisfies the monotonicity property:

Π ⊢L ϕ & Π ⊆ Π ′ → Π ′ ⊢L ϕ (3)

To distinguish non-monotonic from monotonic inference relations, we use|∼ to
symbolise the former. In most cases a non-monotonic logic can be understood in terms
of an inference relation that extends a suitable monotonic logic. When this extension is
well-behaved we say that the monotonic logic forms adeductive basefor it. This can
be made precise as follows.

Definition 1. Let |∼ be any nonmonotonic inference relation. We say that a logicL

with monotonic inference relation⊢L is a deductive basefor |∼ iff (i) ⊢L⊆ |∼; (ii) If
Π1 ≡L Π2 thenΠ1 ≈ Π2; (iii) If Π |∼ ϕ andϕ ⊢L ψ, thenΠ |∼ ψ.

Here≡L denotes ordinary logical equivalence inL, while ≈ denotes non-monotonic
equivalence, ieΠ1 ≈ Π2 means thatΠ1 andΠ2 have the same non-monotonic conse-
quences. Furthermore, we say that a deductive base isstrongif it satisfies the additional
condition:

Π1 6≡L Π2 → there existsΓ such thatΠ1 ∪ Γ 6≈ Π2 ∪ Γ.

In terms of nonmonotonic consequence operations, (ii) and (iii) correspond to condi-
tions known as left absorption and right absorption respectively, see [15].7

6 Many logic texts work with a fixed, countable set of propositional variables. However here
we find it useful to distinguish different languagesL, L′, and variable setsV, V ′, etc. For one
thing, these languages may arise by grounding or instantiating finite, first-order theories, as
occurs in ASP, hence it may be important to distinguish the different languages that may result
from this process. Secondly, in a non-monotonic context, aswe shall see, different kinds of
inference relations may arise according to the way in which language extensions are handled.
Thirdly, our definitions will be easily extended to the first-order case.

7 In the terminology of [7] we therefore require of⊢L, |∼ that they form afully absorbing infer-
ential frame.



We now turn to the interpolation property.

Definition 2. A logic L with inference relation⊢L is said to have theinterpolation
propertyif whenever

⊢L ϕ→ ψ

there exists a sentenceξ (the interpolant) such thatV (ξ) ⊆ V (ϕ) ∩ V (ψ) and

⊢L ϕ→ ξ and ⊢L ξ → ψ

As explained in the introduction, for non-monotonic logicswe can consider two
forms of interpolation, one weaker one stronger. The stronger form makes use of an
underlying monotonic logic.

Definition 3. Suppose thatα |∼β. A (|∼,⊢L) interpolant for(α, β) is a formulaγ such
thatV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β) and

α |∼ γ and γ ⊢L β (4)

whereL is a deductive base for|∼. A non-monotonic logic with inference relation|∼ is
said to have the(|∼,⊢) interpolation propertyif for a suitable deductive base logicL a
(|∼,⊢L) interpolant exists for every pair of formulas(α, β) such thatα |∼ β.

The requirement thatL form a deductive base ensures that some desirable properties of
interpolation are met.

Proposition 1. Letγ be a(|∼,⊢L) interpolant for(α, β).

1. For anyψ such thatψ ≡L γ, ψ is a (|∼,⊢L) interpolant for(α, β).
2. For anyα′ such thatα ≡L α′, and anyβ′ such thatβ ⊢L β′, γ is a (|∼,⊢L)

interpolant for(α′, β′).

The property of deductive base also guarantees that the(|∼,⊢L) relation is transitive
in the sense that if (4) holds for anyα, β, γ, then alsoα |∼ β. This last property will
not necessarily hold for the second, weaker form of interpolation that we call(|∼, |∼)
interpolation.

Definition 4. Suppose thatα |∼ β. A (|∼, |∼) interpolant for(α, β) is a formulaγ such
thatV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β) and

α |∼ γ and γ |∼ β (5)

Analogous to the previous case, we say that a non-monotonic logic with inference re-
lation |∼ has the(|∼, |∼) interpolation propertyif a (|∼, |∼) interpolant exists for every
pair of formulas(α, β) such thatα |∼ β. Notice that(|∼,⊢L) is the stronger form of
interpolation because if a logic has(|∼,⊢L) interpolation it must also have(|∼, |∼) in-
terpolation, again as a consequence of the deductive base requirement (first clause).

Evidently the properties expressed in Proposition 1 are notdirectly applicable to the
second form of interpolation that does not refer to any underlying base logic. Neverthe-
less an important feature of the interpolation properties we shall establish below is that
we can formulate and prove analogous properties even for(|∼, |∼) interpolation.

We can also consider restricted variants of interpolation when the property holds
for certain types of formulas, in other words, when there is an interpolant for(α, β)
wheneverα andβ belong to specific syntactic classes. Later on we shall consider both
kinds of restrictions, whereα belongs to a specific class or alternatively whenβ does.



2.1 Review of the Logic of Here-and-There

Equilibrium logic is based on the nonclassical logic of here-and-there, which we denote
by HT in the propositional case. The axioms and rules of inferencefor HT are those
of intuitionistic logic together with the axiom schema

α ∨ (¬β ∨ (α→ β)).

The model theory ofHT is based on the usual Kripke semantics for intuitionistic
logic [21], but it is complete for Kripke frames with just twoworlds h (here) andt
(there) such thath ≤ t. We can therefore represent a Kripke model forHT as a triple
〈{h, t},≤, v〉, wherev is a (truth) valuation. Alternatively, we can speak of anHT-
interpretationas an ordered pairM = 〈H,T 〉 of sets of atoms such thatH ⊆ T ; the
elements ofH are the atoms truehereand the elements ofT are the atoms truethere.
The truth of a formulaϕ in a worldM, w |= ϕ is defined recursively via the usual rules
for conjunction, disjunction, implication and negation inintuitionistic logic. A formula
ϕ is true inM = 〈H,T 〉 in symbolsM |= ϕ, if it is true at each world inM; in this
case we say thatM is anHT-model ofϕ. A formulaϕ is said to bevalid in HT,
in symbols|= ϕ, if it is true in all HT-interpretations. Logical consequence forHT

is understood as follows:ϕ is said to be anHT consequence of a theoryΠ , written
Π |= ϕ, iff for all modelsM and any worldw ∈ M,M, w |= Π impliesM, w |= ϕ.
Equivalently this can be expressed by saying thatϕ is true in allHT-models ofΠ .

More exactly, we might to writeHT(L) to refer to the language considered in the
logic. However, as we see below, the logic is in fact independent from the language.

Let L be a proper sublanguage ofL′, ie L ⊂ L′; for anyHT(L′)-interpretation
M = 〈H,T 〉 we denote byM|L theHT(L)-interpretation formed by omitting the
interpretation of all atoms inL′ r L and we call this thereductofM toL.

Proposition 2. Suppose thatL′ ⊃ L, Π is a theory inL andM is anHT(L′)-model
ofΠ . ThenM|L is aHT(L)-model ofΠ .

Proposition 3. Suppose thatL′ ⊃ L andϕ ∈ L. Thenϕ is valid (resp. satisfiable) in
HT(L) if and only if is valid (resp. satisfiable) inHT(L′).

A key property of here-and-there is that, as Maksimova [16] showed, it is one of
just seven super-intuitionistic logics with Interpolation.

Proposition 4 ([16]).The logicHT possesses the Interpolation Property.

2.2 Equilibrium Logic

Equilibrium logic is based on certain kinds of minimal models inHT.

Definition 5. Among here-and-there interpretations we define the orderE as follows:
〈H,T 〉E 〈H ′, T ′〉 if T = T ′ andH ⊆ H ′. If H ⊂ H ′ we write〈H,T 〉⊳ 〈H ′, T ′〉

Definition 6 (Equilibrium model). LetΠ be a theory andM = 〈H,T 〉 a model ofΠ .

1. M is said to betotal if H = T .



2. M is said to be anequilibriummodel ofΠ if it is minimal underE among models
ofΠ , and it is total.

In other words, equilibrium models are total models for which there is no ‘smaller’ non-
total model. Evidently a totalHT-model of a theoryΠ can be equivalently regarded as
a classical model ofΠ ; and in what follows we make tacit use of this equivalence. A
theory is said to beconsistentif it has anHT-model andcoherentif it has an equilib-
rium model.

We define a preliminary notion of equilibrium entailment as follows. It essentially
agrees with standard versions of equilibrium logic, as eg in[18].

Definition 7. The relation|∼, calledequilibrium entailment, is defined as follows. Let
Π be a set of formulas.

1. If Π is non-empty and has equilibrium models, thenΠ |∼ ϕ if every equilibrium
model ofΠ is a model ofϕ in HT.

2. If eitherΠ is empty or has no equilibrium models, thenΠ |∼ ϕ if Π ⊢ ϕ.

A few words may help to explain the concept of equilibrium entailment. First, we de-
fine the basic notion of entailment as truth in every intended(equilibrium) model. In
nonmonotonic reasoning this is a common approach and sometimes called askeptical
or cautiousnotion of entailment or inference; its counterpartbravereasoning being de-
fined via truth in some intended model. Since equilibrium logic is intended to provide a
logical foundation for the answer set semantics of logic programs, the cautious variant
of entailment is the natural one to choose: the standard consequence relation associated
with answer sets is given by truth in all answer sets of a program. Note however that
in ASP as a programming paradigm each answer set may correspond to a particular
solution of the problem being modelled and is therefore of interest in its own right.

Secondly, it is useful to have a nonmonotonic consequence orentailment relation
that is non-trivially defined for all consistent theories. As is easily seen, however, not all
such theories possess equilibrium models. For such cases itis natural to use monotonic
consequence as the entailment relation. In particular,HT is a maximal logic with the
property that logically equivalent theories have the same equilibrium models. Evidently
situation2 in previous definition also handles correctly the cases thatΠ is empty or
inconsistent.

Despite these qualifications, there remains an ambiguity inthe concept of equilib-
rium entailment that we now need to settle. Suppose thatL′ ⊃ L, Π is a theory inL
andϕ is a sentence inL′. How should we understand the expression ‘Π |∼ ϕ’?

Evidently, if we fix a language in advance, say as the languageL′, then we can sim-
ply consider the equilibrium models ofΠ in L′. But if Π represents a knowledge base
or a logic program, for instance, we may also take the view that V (Π) is the appropri-
ate language to work with. In that case, the queryϕ is as such not fully interpreted as it
contains some variables not inV (Π).

For any languageL andL-theoryΠ , letEL(Π) be the collection of all equilibrium
models ofΠ in HT(L). Now consider the following two variants of entailment.

Definition 8 (Equilibrium entailment). AssumeΠ is non-empty and has equilibrium
models, then:



1. Let us say thatΠ |∼cw ϕ if and only ifM |= ϕ for eachM ∈ EL′(Π), whereL′

is the language overV (Π ∪ {ϕ}).
2. Let us say thatΠ |∼owϕ if and only ifM |= ϕ for eachM ∈ EL(Π)↾L

′

, whereL′

is the language overV (ϕ) andEL(Π)↾L
′

denotes the collection of all expansions
of elements ofEL(Π) to models inL ∪ L′, ie where the vocabulary ofL′ r L is
interpreted arbitrarily.

Obviously, if eitherΠ is empty or has no equilibrium models, thenΠ |∼cw ϕ iff
Π |∼ow ϕ iff Π ⊢ ϕ.

A simple example will illustrate the difference between|∼cw and |∼ow. Let ψ be
anL-formula and letq be a variable not inL and letL′ be the languageL ∪ {q}. By
the first method we haveψ |∼cw ψ ∧ (q ∨ ¬q). In fact we have the stronger entailment
ψ |∼cwψ∧¬q. The reason is that when we form the equilibrium models ofψ in L′, q will
be false in each as an effect of taking minimal models. On the other hand, if we expand
equilibrium models ofψ in HT(L) toHT(L′), the new variableq receives an arbitrary
interpretation inHT(L′). Since this logic is 3-valued we do not obtainΠ |∼ow q ∨ ¬q.

For standard, monotonic logics, there is no difference between these two forms
of entailment. If in Definition 8 we replace everywhere equilibrium model by simply
model (inHT), variants (i) and (ii) give the same result.

In the context of logic programming and deductive databasesthe more orthodox
view is that reasoning is based on aclosed world assumption(CWA). Accordingly a
ground atomic query likeq(a)?, where the predicateq or the namea do not belong
to the language of the program or database would simply be assigned the valuefalse.
This is also the case with the first kind of equilibrium entailment and we use the label
|∼cw since this variant appears closer to a closed world form of reasoning. On the other
hand, there may be legitimate cases where we do not want to apply the CWA and where
unknown values should be assigned to an atom that is not expressed in the theory lan-
guage. Then the second form of entailment,|∼ow, nearer to open world reasoning, may
then be more appropriate. For present purposes, however, the suffices ‘cw’ and ‘ow’
should be thought of merely as mnemonic labels. A more thorough analysis of closed
world versus open world reasoning in this context would probably lead us to consider
assumptions such asunique names assumptionor standard names assumptionand is
outside the scope of this paper.

3 Interpolation in Propositional Equilibrium Logic

In this section we deal with interpolation in propositionalequilibrium logic. It is clear
that by its semantic construction propositional equilibrium logic hasHT as a deductive
base. This base is actually maximal.

Proposition 5. HT is a strong and maximal deductive base for (propositional) equi-
librium entailment.

The first property is precisely the strong equivalence theorem of [13]. Maximality fol-
lows from the fact that any logic strictly stronger thanHT would have to contain clas-
sical logic which is easily seen not to be a deductive base, egviolating condition (ii) of
Definition 1. We have:



Lemma 1. Letα be a coherentHT-formula andE(α) its set of equilibrium models.
Then there is formulaα′ ofHT in V (α) that definesE(α) in the sense thatM∈ E(α)
iffM |= α′.

Proof. Suppose thatα is coherent. and let

M1 = 〈T1, T1〉,M2 = 〈T2, T2〉, . . . ,Mn = 〈Tn, Tn〉

be an enumeration of its equilibrium models. We show how to defineE(α). Suppose
eachTi, haski elements and denote them byAi

1, . . . , A
i
j , . . . , A

i
ki

. Let Ti be the com-
plement ofTi; then we can list its members asAi

k1+1, . . . A
i
l . . . , A

i
|V (α)|. Set

δi =
∧

j=1,...,ki

Ai
j ∧ ¬(

∨

l=ki+1,...,|V (α)|

Ai
l) (6)

Now set
α′ =

∨

i=1,...,n

δi (7)

We claim thatM |= α′ if and only ifM =Mi for somei = 1, . . . , n, ie the models
of α′ are preciselyM1, . . . ,Mn. To verify this claim, note that eachMi |= δi and so
Mi |= α′. Conversely, suppose thatM |= α′. From the semantics ofHT it is clear
thatM |= ϕ ∨ ψ iff M |= ϕ orM |= ψ, so in particularM |= α′ impliesM |= δi

for somei = 1, . . . , n. However, eachδi defines a complete theory whose models are
total. It follows that ifM |= δi, thenM =Mi. This establishes the claim. �

Although we shall now demonstrate interpolation in the (|∼, |∼) form for the relation
|∼cw, we actually establish a stronger result. One consequence of this is that if we are
concerned with|∼ow entailment then the(|∼,⊢) form of interpolation actually holds.

Proposition 6 (|∼, |∼-Interpolation). Letα, β be formulas and setV = V (α) ∪ V (β)
and V ′ = V (β) r V (α) and suppose thatB1, . . . Bn is an enumeration ofV ′. If
α |∼cw β, there is a formulaγ such thatV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β), α |∼ γ, andγ ∧ ¬B1 ∧
. . . ∧ ¬Bn |= β. Hence in particularγ |∼cw β.

Proof. Let α, β andV, V ′ be as in the statement of the proposition, and suppose that
α |∼cw β. Thenβ holds in all equilibrium models ofα in the languageV . Case (i):
suppose thatα is coherent and form its set of equilibrium models,EV (α). By the
equilibrium construction it is easy to see that in each modelM ∈ EV (α) each atom
Bi is false, fori = 1, n. Construct the formulasδi and the formulaα′ exactly as in
the proof of Lemma 1. Now consider the formula(¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn) ∧ α′. Clearly
this formula defines the set of equilibrium models ofα in HT(V ). Consequently,
(¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn) ∧ α′ |= β and soα′ ⊢ (¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn) → β. We can now
apply the interpolation theorem forHT to infer that there is a formulaγ such that
α′ ⊢ γ andγ ⊢ (¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn) → β, whereV (γ) ⊆ V (α′) ∩ V (β) and hence
V (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β). SinceHT is a deductive base, we conclude that

α |∼ γ & γ ∧ ¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn ⊢ β.



Now, sinceV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β), Bi 6∈ V (γ) for i = 1, . . . , n. It follows that in
HT(V (β)), eachBi is false in every equilibrium model ofγ. So each such modelM
satisfies(¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn).8 Since each also satisfiesβ, we haveγ |∼cw β.

Case (ii). Ifα has no equilibrium models then the hypothesis is thatα ⊢ β. In that
case we simply choose an interpolantγ for (α, β). �

Corollary 1 (( |∼,⊢)-Interpolation). Let α, β be formulas such thatα |∼cw β and
V (β) ⊆ V (α). There is a formulaγ such thatV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β) andα |∼cw γ and
γ ⊢ β.

Proof. Immediate from Proposition 6 by the fact thatV (β)r V (α) = ∅. �

Proposition 7 ((|∼,⊢)-Interpolation). Letα, β be formulas and setV = V (α)∪V (β)
andV ′ = V (β)rV (α). If α|∼owβ, there is a formulaγ such thatV (γ) ⊆ V (α)∩V (β),
α |∼ow γ, andγ ⊢ β.

Proof. Let α, β andV, V ′ be as in the statement of the proposition and suppose that
α |∼ow β. Thenβ holds in all expansions of elements ofEV (α)(α) to the language
V . Case (i): suppose thatα is coherent and considerEV (α)(α). Again construct the
formulasδi and the formulaα′ exactly as in the proof of Lemma 1. Now considerα′

which defines the setEV (α)(α). Thenβ holds in all expansions of models ofα′ to V .
Henceα′ |= β and thereforeα′ ⊢ β We can now apply the interpolation theorem for
HT to infer that there is a formulaγ such thatα′ ⊢ γ andγ ⊢ β, whereV (γ) ⊆
V (α′)∩V (β) and henceV (γ) ⊆ V (α)∩V (β). Sinceα |∼owα

′ andHT is a deductive
base we conclude that

α |∼ow γ & γ ⊢ β.

Case (ii). Ifα has no equilibrium models, chooseγ as an interpolant for(α, β). �

4 Interpolation in Answer Set Semantics

Answer set programming (ASP) has become an established formof declarative, logic-
based programming and its basic ideas are now well-known. For a textbook treatment
the reader is referred to [3]. As is also well-known, the origins of ASP lie in the stable
model and answer set semantics for logic programs introduced in [11]. This seman-
tics made use of a fixpoint condition involving a certain ‘reduct’ operator. Subsequent
extensions of the concept to cover more general kinds of rules also relied on a reduct
operator of similar sort [14,9]. For the original definitions, the reader is referred to the
various papers cited.

The correspondence between answer set semantics and equilibrium logic is also
well-established and has been discussed in many publications, beginning with [17]
which first showed how the answer sets of disjunctive programs can be regarded as
equilibrium models. For our purposes it will suffice to recall just the main features of
the correspondence with equilibrium logic.

8 Notice that in this case adding toγ the sentence(¬B1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Bn) does not change its set
of equilibrium models.



We recall the notion of ground, disjunctive logic program (without strong negation)
whose answer sets are simply collections of atoms. These programs consist of sets of
ground rules of the form

K1 ∨ . . . ∨Kk ← L1, . . . Lm, notLm+1, . . . , notLn (8)

where theLi andKj are atoms. The ‘translation’ from the syntax of programs toHT

propositional formulas is the trivial one, viz. (8) corresponds to theHT sentence

L1 ∧ . . . ∧ Lm ∧ ¬Lm+1 ∧ . . . ∧ ¬Ln → K1 ∨ . . . ∨Kk (9)

Under this translation the correspondence between the answer sets and the equilibrium
models of ground disjunctive programs is also the direct one:

Proposition 8. LetΠ be a disjunctive logic program. Then〈T, T 〉 is an equilibrium
model ofΠ if and only ifT is an answer set ofΠ .

This was first shown in [17], but the basic equivalence was later shown to hold for more
general classes of programs in [13]. Indeed it can also be extended to embrace the very
general definition of answer set for propositional theories, given by Ferraris [9].

In ASP the main emphasis is on finding answer sets and this is what most answer set
solvers compute. Less attention is placed on implementing anon-monotonic inference
relation.9 However there is a standard, skeptical concept of inferenceor entailment
associated with answer set semantics. This notion of entailment or consequence for
programs under the answer set semantics is that a queryQ is entailed by a program
Π if Q is true in all answer sets ofΠ , see eg [2]. Let us denote this entailment or
consequence relation by|∼AS . Evidently atoms are true in an answer set if and only
if they belong to it. Conjunctions and disjunctions are handled in the obvious way (eg
[14,2]). Sometimes, as in [2], queries of the formnot a, or in logical notation¬a, are
not explicitly dealt with. However it seems to be in keeping with the semantics to regard
a formula of form¬a to be true in an answer set if and only ifα is not true. Another
way to express this would be to say that an answer set satisfies¬α if it does not violate
the constraint{← α}, where constraint violation is understood as in [14].10 In this way
we would say thatΠ |∼AS ¬α if no answer set ofΠ containsα.

We can therefore transfer interpolation properties from equilibrium logic to answer
set semantics and ASP. It remains to consider whether|∼AS is best identified with
the closed world version of inference,|∼cw, or the more open world version,|∼ow.
Again, since ASP solvers do not implement inference engines, the difference is really a
theoretical one. In traditional logic programming, however, a query that does not belong
to the language of the program is usually answeredfalse. It also seems quite natural in
an ASP context that, given a programΠ and a queryQ, one should consider the stable
models ofΠ in the languageV (Π) ∪ V (Q) even if this is a proper extension of the
language ofΠ .11 So in general|∼cw seems a natural choice for answer set inference.

9 For example the main solvers such assmodels, DLV or CLASP do not implement a query
answering mechanism.

10 In logical terms this constraint would be writtenα → ⊥.
11 Notice that for a non-ground, safe program an atomic queryq(a) is automatically false ifa

does not belong to the language of the program (even ifq does), simply because grounding
with the program constants is sufficient to generate all answer sets.



On the other hand, there are contexts where answer set semantics is used in a more
open world setting, for example in the setting of hybrid knowledge bases [19] where
non-monotonic rules are combined with ontologies formalised in description logics.
For such systems a semantics in terms of equilibrium logic isprovided in [5]. Here an
entailment relation in the style of|∼ow might sometimes be more appropriate.

In general answer set semantics is defined only for coherent programs or theories.
For finite, ground, coherent programs, by identifying|∼AS with |∼cw, we can apply
Proposition 1 directly:

Corollary 2. For coherent formulasα, (|∼, |∼)-interpolation in the form of Proposition
1 holds for entailment|∼AS in answer set semantics.

5 Uniform Interpolation and Forgetting

A stronger form of interpolation known asuniform interpolation is also important for
certain applications in computer science. As usual, givenα, β with α ⊢ β, we are
interested in interpolantsγ such that

α ⊢ γ & γ ⊢ β (10)

whereV (γ) ⊆ V (α) ∩ V (β). The difference now is thatγ is said to be auniform
interpolant if (10) holds for anyβ in the same language such thatα ⊢ β. A logic is
said to have the uniform interpolation property if such uniform interpolants exist for all
α, β.

While uniform interpolation fails in classical logic and inmany non-classical logics,
it may hold when certain restrictions are placed on the theory language whereα is
formulated and the query language containingβ. For example it has been shown to
hold for some description logics ([12]) where such syntactic restrictions apply. Even in
ASP it turns out that a form of uniform interpolation holds for a very restricted query
language, essentially one that allows just instance retrieval. We can show this by using
some known results in ASP about the concept offorgetting [8] that is quite closely
related to interpolation.

Variable forgetting, as studied in [8], is concerned with the following problem.
Given a disjunctive logic programΠ and a certain atoma occurring inΠ , construct
a new program, to be denoted byforget(Π, a), that does not containa but whose an-
swer sets are in other respects as close as possible to those of Π . For the precise notion
of closeness the reader is referred to [8], however some consequences will be evident
shortly. In [8] the authors defineforget(Π, a) (as a generic term), show that such pro-
grams exist wheneverΠ is coherent, and provide different algorithms to compute such
programs.

Given coherentΠ anda in Π , the resultsforget(Π, a), of forgetting abouta in Π
may be different but are always answer set equivalent. Moreover for our purposes they
satisfy the following key property, whereΠ is coherent,a, b are distinct atoms inΠ
and as usual|∼ denotes nonmonotonic consequence,

Π |∼ b⇔ forget(Π, a) |∼ b. (11)



showing that indeed the answer sets ofΠ andforget(Π, a) are closely related.
To establish a version of uniform interpolation for the caseof disjunctive pro-

grams and simple, atomic queries, we need to show that we can always find aΠ ′ =
forget(Π, a) such thatΠ |∼Π ′. For this we can examine the first algorithm of [8] for
computingforget(Π, a); this is also the simplest of the three algorithms presented. Let
Π be a coherent program with rules of form (8) that we write as formulas of form (9)
and leta be an atom inΠ . The method for constructing aΠ ′ = forget(Π, a) is as
follows.

1. Compute the equilibrium modelsE(Π).
2. LetE′ be the result of removinga from eachM∈ E(Π).
3. Remove fromE′ any model that is non-minimal to formE′′(= {A1, . . . , Am},

say).
4. Construct a programΠ ′ whose answer sets are precisely{A1, . . . , Am} as follows:

– for eachAi, setΠi = {¬Ai → a′ : a′ ∈ Ai}, whereAi = V (Π)rAi.
– SetΠ ′ = Π1 ∪ . . . ∪Πm.

We can now verify the desired property. LetL be the simple query language composed
of conjunctions of literals.

Proposition 9. In equilibrium logic (or answer set programming) uniform interpola-
tion holds for (coherent) disjunctive programs and queriesin L(V (Π)).

Proof. To prove the claim we shall show the following. LetΠ be a coherent disjunctive
program and letL = L(V ) for someV ⊆ V (Π). Then there is a programΠ ′ such that
V (Π ′) = V and for anyϕ ∈ L,

Π |∼ ϕ→ (Π |∼Π ′ & Π ′ |∼ ϕ) (12)

To begin, letΠ andϕ be as above withΠ |∼ϕ. LetX = {a1, . . . , an} = V (Π)rV .
Then we chooseΠ ′ to be the result of forgetting aboutX inΠ , defined in [8] as follows:

forget(Π,X) := forget(forget(forget(Π, a1), a2), . . . , an),

and it is shown there that the order of the atoms inX does not matter. Now we know
by (11) that for any atoma ∈ V and anyi = 1, n,

Π |∼ a⇔ forget(Π, ai) |∼ a, (13)

therefore
Π |∼ a→ forget(Π,X) |∼ a. (14)

Let Π ′ be forget(Π,X) as determined by algorithm 1 of [8] described above. It is
easy to see by (13) and the semantics of|∼ that (14) continues to hold wherea is
replaced by a negated atom¬b and therefore also by any conjunction of literals since
a conjunction is entailed only if each element holds in everyequilibrium model.12 So

12 As [8] points out, if an atomb is true in some answer set offorget(Π,a), then it must also
be true in some answer set ofΠ , showing that (14) holds for literals.



it remains to show thatΠ |∼Π ′. Again, it will suffice to show this entailment for one
member of the sequenceforget(Π, ai) and since the order is irrelevant wlog we can
choose the first elementforget(Π, a1) and show thatΠ |∼forget(Π, a1). We compute
the programsΠ1, . . . , Πm as in the algorithm. Then we need to check thatΠ |∼Πi for
anyi = 1, . . . , n, ie that for eachM ∈ E(Π),M |= {¬Ai → a′ : a′ ∈ Ai}.

ConsiderM ∈ E(Π) whereM = 〈T, T 〉. We distinguish two cases. (i)Ai ⊆ T .
ThenM |= a′ for eacha′ ∈ Ai. It follows thatM |= ¬Ai → a′ for eacha′ ∈ Ai and
soM |= {¬Ai → a′ : a′ ∈ Ai}. Case (ii)Ai 6⊆ T . ThenT andAi are incomparable.
In particular we cannot haveT ⊂ Ai by the minimality property ofAi obtained in
step 3. HenceT ∩ Ai 6= ∅. Choosea′′ ∈ T ∩ Ai. ThenM |= a′′, soM 6|= ¬a′′ and
henceM 6|= ¬Ai. Consequently, for anya′,M |= ¬Ai → a′ and soM |= {¬Ai →
a′ : a′ ∈ Ai}.

It follows that for anyi,Π |∼Πi and so by constructionΠ |∼Π ′, which establishes
the proposition. �

5.1 Extending the query language

If we establish uniform interpolation in ASP using the method of forgetting, as defined
in [8], it seems clear that we cannot extend in a non-trivial way the expressive power of
the query languageL. Since the method of forgettinga in Π removes non-minimal sets
from E(Π) (oncea has been removed), an atomb might be true in some equilibrium
model ofΠ but not in any equilibrium model offorget(Π, a). Hence we might have a
disjunction, saya ∨ b, derivable fromΠ but not fromforget(Π, a).

On the other hand, the property of uniform interpolation certainly holds for any
L(V ) even without the condition thatV ⊆ V (Π). Suppose thatΠ |∼ ϕ whereV (ϕ)r
V (Π) 6= ∅, sayV (ϕ)r V (Π) = {b1, . . . , bk}. Thenb1, . . . , bk are false in all equilib-
rium models ofΠ . Trivially, if b is not inV (Π) we can regard the result of forgetting
aboutb in Π as justΠ . So we can repeat the proof of Proposition 9, but now setting
X = {V (Π)r V } ∪ {V r V (Π)}. All the relevant properties will continue to hold.

An interesting open question is whether we can extend the theory language to in-
clude more general kinds of program rules allowing negationin the head. Accommo-
dating these kinds of formulas would constitute an important generalisation since they
amount to a normal form in equilibrium logic. However, the answer sets of such pro-
grams do not satisfy the minimality property that holds for the answer sets of disjunctive
programs, so it is clear that the definition of forgetting would need to be appropriately
modified - a task that we do not attempt here.

6 Literature and Related Work

The interpolation theorem for classical logic is due to Craig [6]; it was extended to in-
tutionistic logic by Schütte [20]. Maksimova [16] characterised the super-intuitionistic
propositional logics possessing interpolation. A modern,comprehensive treatment of
interpolation in modal and intuitionistic logics can be found in the monograph [10] by
Gabbay and Maksimova.



In non-monotonic logics, interpolation has received little attention. A notable ex-
ception is an article [1] by Amir establishing some interpolation properties for circum-
scription and default logic. By the well-known relation between the answer sets of dis-
junctive programs and the extensions of corresponding default theories, he also derives
a form of interpolation for ASP. With regard to answer set semantics, the approach of
[1] is quite different from ours. Since it is founded on an analysis of default logic, it
uses classical logic as an underlying base. So Amir’s version of interpolation is a form
of (4) whereL is classical logic; there is no requirement that⊢L form a well-behaved
sublogic of|∼, eg a deductive base. As Amir remarks, one cannot deduce in general
from property (5) thatα |∼ β. However ifL is classical logic one cannot even deduce
α |∼ β from (4). More generally, there is no counterpart to our Proposition 1 in this
case. Another difference with respect to our approach is that [1] does not discuss the
nature of the|∼ relation for ASP in detail, in particular how to understandΠ |∼ ϕ in
caseϕ contains atoms not present in the programΠ . In fact, if we interpret|∼AS as
in section 5 above, it is easy to refute(|∼,⊢L)-interpolation whereL is classical logic.
LetΠ be the programB ← ¬A andq the queryB ∧ ¬C. Then clearlyΠ |∼AS q, but
there is no formula in the vocabularyB that would classically entail¬C. Under any
interpretation of answer set inference such that atoms not in the program are regarded
as false,(|∼,⊢L)-interpolation would be refuted.

7 Conclusions

We have discussed two kinds of interpolation properties fornon-monotonic inference
relations and shown that these properties hold in turn for the two different inference
relations that we can associate with propositional equilibrium logic. In each case we use
the fact that the collection of equilibrium models is definable in the logicHT of here-
and-there and that this logic possesses the usual form of interpolation. One of the forms
of inference studied seems to be in many cases an appropriateconcept to associate
with answer set programming, although in general ASP systems are not tailored to
query answering or deduction. Using results from [8] about variable forgetting in ASP,
we could also show how the property of uniform interpolationholds for disjunctive
programs and a restricted query language.

A forthcoming, extended version of this paper will deal withinterpolation in quan-
tified equilibrium logic and non-ground ASP. Results similar to the propositional case
can be established, providing that the class of equilibriummodels is (first-order) defin-
able, as for instance in the case of safe theories.
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20. K. Schütte. Der Interpolationsatz der Intuitionistischen Prädikatenlogik.Math. Ann.148
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